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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 December 2005 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1 -9. 58-64 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-4.6. 7. 58. 60. 62 - 64 is/are rejected. 

7) S Claim(s) 5, 8. 9, 59 and 61 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 09 December 2005 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) CD Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) ^ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 07/24/03. 05/20/05 . 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 - 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Breidegam et al. (US 4,974,1 1 5). Regarding Claim 1 , Breidegam et al. disclose 
following elements: an ionization system for a predefined area including: (a) a plurality 
of emitter modules spaced around the area (24 and 26 in Fig. 1 , col. 4, lines 4 - 20), 
each emitter module including at least one electrical ionizer (col. 4, lines 4 - 29) and 
having an individual address (col. 8, lines 45 - 63); (b) a system controller for 
individually addressing and monitoring the emitter modules (shown in Fig. 4); and (c) 
inherently includes communication lines for electrically connecting the plurality of emitter 
modules with the system controller. 

Regarding Claim 2, Breidegam et al. disclose each of the emitter modules 

including equivalent means for transmitting alarm condition information related to at 

least one operating parameter of the electrical ionizer via the communication lines (col. 

7, lines 17 - 30); the alarm condition information including the emitter module address, 

the system controller receiving the alarm condition information. 
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Regarding Claims 3 and 4, Breidegam et al. disclose the operating parameter as 
the status of a positive or negative emitter including an ion balance conditions (col. 7, 
lines 17-30). 

Regarding Claims 6, Breidegam etal. disclose each monitored element (emitter 
module) having a stored reference value, i.e. balance reference value (col. 7, lines 31 - 
45, col. 8, lines 9 - 58), and the system controller including equivalent means for 
individually monitoring the stored balance reference value of each emitter module (col. 
8, lines 9 - 58). 

Regarding Claim 7, Breidegam et al. disclose each emitter module having a 
stored ion output current reference value, i.e. alarm limits (threshold) (col. 7, lines 17 - 
30). It further discloses monitoring the ion output current reference values (col. 7, line 
47 - col. 8, line 48). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 58, 63 and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Breidegam et al. in view of Hoigaard (US 5,083,1 17). Regarding Claims 58, 63 and 
64, Breidegam et al. disclose a plurality of emitter modules spaced around the area, 
each emitter module has an ionizer (24 and 26 in Fig. 1) and inherently has an 
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individual address. It further discloses individually adjusting at least one operational 
setting of the emitter module, i.e. ion balance. However, it does not disclose a receiver 
and a transmitter. Hoigaard discloses the system with plurality of remote units each 
having the receiver and the transmitter (704 and 702 in Fig. 7). It further discloses the 
remote controller having an emitter address setting and a transmitter, the remote control 
transmitter individually addressing each of the remote test units to make measurements. 
Both references have the same problem solving area, namely providing the centrally 
controlled ESD protected environment in the protected area. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the Breidegam et al. solution by adding the receiver and the transmitter, 
because when plurality of objects are digitally controlled and measured by the central 
computer, use of the digital receiver and digital transmitter is unavoidable. In modern 
technology such elements represent a standard technical solution. 

Regarding Claim 60, Breidegam et al. disclose the output being the pulsed DC 
(col. 5, lines 59-64). 

Claim 62 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Breidegam et al. in view of Hoigaard and Kumar et al. (US 6,529,1 19), As was stated 
above, Breidegam et al. and Hoigaard disclose all the elements of Claim 58. However, 
regarding Claim 62, they do not disclose emitters communicating by a radio frequency. 
Kumar et al. disclose the multi-device environment wherein the communication between 
the central computer and peripheral devices is maintained by the radio frequency 
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means (Fig. 1 - 3, col. 3, lines 16 - 27). Both references have the same problem 
solving area, namely providing communication between the central control unit and 
peripheral devices. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have further modified the Breidegam et al. 
solution by replacing the hardwire bus by the radio frequency means according to 
teachings of Kumar et al., because as Kumar et al. state (col.1 , lines 22 - 25), the 
wireless communication bus offers significant advantages by eliminating the physical 
interconnection between devices. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5, 8, 9, 59 and 61 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Zeev Kitov whose current telephone number is (571) 
272 - 2052. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:30. If attempts to reach 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Brian Sircus can 
be reached on (571 ) 272 - 2800, Ext. 36. The fax phone number for organization where 



this application or proceedings is assigned is (571) 273-8300 for all communications. 



Conclusion 
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